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Before: CANBY, BEEZER and KOZINSKI, Circuit Judges.

Lovina Farmer appeals from her guilty plea conviction for conspiracy to

import methamphetamine, in violation of 21 U.S.C. §§ 952(a), 963, and 960(b)(1). 

We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm. 
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Farmer contends that the district court erred in denying her motion to

withdraw her guilty plea.  We review for abuse of discretion.  See United States v.

Ortega-Ascanio, 376 F.3d 879, 883 (9th Cir. 2004).  

First, Farmer contends that the change in law announced by the Supreme

Court’s decision in United States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005), rendered her

guilty plea unknowing and involuntary.  This contention is foreclosed by United

States v. Pacheco-Navarette, 432 F.3d 967, 969-970 (9th Cir. 2005). 

Next, Farmer contends that her plea was involuntary due to ineffective

assistance of counsel.  Specifically, Farmer contends that she was not shown the

plea agreement until the day of her plea hearing, did not understand why she was

in court the day she entered her plea, was pressured to plead guilty to prevent the

prosecution of her son, and was promised a lower sentence than the one she

received.  However, the plea colloquy belies her contentions and, further, at the

motion to withdraw hearing, the court reasonably credited counsel’s testimony.

See United States v. Nostratis, 321 F.3d 1206, 1211 (9th Cir. 2003). 

AFFIRMED.
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